Introduction
The task of MT is to map between equivalent linguistic objects. One of the central design questions in MT is that of the best method to decompose the translation relation.
The ideal would be to have a system that produces a (natural) language-independent representation from a source language (SL) text, which could then be synthesized in any target language (TL).
However, this ideal not being feasible for real-world texts, it has become customary to adopt a model where a transfer module, specific to one language pair, defines a mapping between language-dependent structural representations. In principle it should be possible to design a 'transfer' model in such a way that the analysis module for mapping surface strings onto structural representations and the synthesis module for mapping structural representations onto surface strings remain the same, regardless of the TL and SL, respectively. The advantage of this 'multilingual' design is that existing modules will not be seriously affected by the addition of a new language to the system. A still more attractive, but also more ambitious, design would be one in which the same grammar can be used for both parsing and generating, and the same translation rules for translating between two languages in either direction (see Jin and Simmons, 1986 for an example of a 'symmetric' translation system). translation system tries to be multilingual in the above sense.
Moreover, it makes an attempt at separating software and lingware (= linguistic knowledge written in a specialised user language).
In the following, I will show how the adoption of a new kind of valency framework, developed at the K.U.Leuven in the course of the last two years, enhances the multilinguality and modularity even further. For the sake of clarity, I will first review the relevant aspects of the valency framework in the current METAL system.
I. Valency in the METAL system
Since the main claim to be advanced in this paper bears on the relation between a valency framework and the general design of an MT system, I will first say a few words on the METAL system architecture. I will then review and comment upon the valency framework in this system.
i.I. The METAL architecturo
In METAL the translation process proceeds in three phases. Root, 1985) . The latter approach is becoming more and more important in METAL because it greatly enhances the modularity of the system (viz. with an eye on using it for several different language pairs).
1.2o The valency framework
It is well-known that the dependency relations between a verb and its arguments can influence greatly the lexical and structural transfer of both, as well as the structural transfer of the clause as a whole.
Though The structure of valency frames is languageindependent, and can be defined as follows: 
What is said here is that faire can show up in (at least) three different frames. 
if it contains a relative pronoun, An alternative frame will be preferred only when it has more slots realized than the previous matching frame.
2.3.2.
During transfer, since we take argument structures to be language-specific entities, the valency procedure has to accomplish two tasks. First, it has to determine which TL frame corresponds with the SL frame that has been found to be applicable to the analysis tree.
Secondly, it has to specify which slots in the TL frame correspond with which slots in the SL frame.
It performs those tasks in the following way. 
